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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: the attorney pointed out that the 1 12-first paragraph rejection was 
improper since the incorporation by reference of the Degner et al. reference is sufficient for providing support for the 
claimed range of the thickness of the electrode. The examiner pointed out that the rejection was proper since to 
incorporate material by reference, the host document must identify with detailed particularity what specific material it 
incorporates and clearly indicate where that material is found in the various documents. Furthermore, the declaration 
submitted to show unexpected results was discussed with respect to the scope of the unexpected results and their 
characteristics . 



